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CC-1 This PEIR is an analysis of the Draft General Plan, which is by 

necessity a broad policy level document.  Because of this, some 
degree of forecasting was needed in order to anticipate what types 
of impacts may be reasonably expected from future 
implementation of the General Plan policies.  However, at the plan 
level of environmental review, it is not possible to know the details 
of specific future projects.  Therefore, while it is highly likely that 
plan implementation will result in significant impacts, the impacts 
of specific future projects cannot be known at this time.  For this 
reason, a mitigation framework is provided in the document to 
guide the development of mitigation measures for future projects, 
when their impacts are known and quantified.  

 
An EIR only needs be recirculated when the lead agency adds 
significant new information to the document.  However, 
“significant new information” is defined as a disclosure that a new 
significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; a 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce 
the impact to a level of insignificance; a feasible project alternative 
or mitigation measure considerably  different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to 
adopt it; or the draft “EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5).  As none of these conditions have occurred with respect 
to this PEIR, recirculation is not warranted. 
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CC-2 The PEIR does discuss potential impacts consistent with the 

requirements.  Items (A) through (B) are the criteria used to 
determine a resource’s eligibility for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP).  A brief discussion of the NRHP is 
located in Section 3.6.1 of the PEIR, under the “Regulatory 
Framework” heading.  The analysis in Section 3.6.3 under the 
“Impact Analysis” heading explains that the demolition or 
alteration of a National Register eligible resource (among many 
other types of resources) has the potential to result in impacts to 
historical resources.  (It should be noted that the word “historical” 
as used in this document, refers to historic and archaeological 
resources.) 

 
CC-3 Impacts associated with the possible conversion or loss of 

agricultural land to non-agricultural use is discussed and described 
as an environmental impact in Section 3.1.3, and in Section 5.1 
under the “Agricultural Resources” heading.  

 
Loss of affordable housing through displacement associated with 
development, redevelopment and infrastructure expansion is 
addressed in Section 3.12.3 of the PEIR.  A detailed discussion of 
affordable housing can also be found in the City’s Housing 
Element, adopted by the City Council on December 5, 2006.  A 
summary of the Housing Element is presented on page 2-50 of this 
PEIR, and the Housing Element is available for review at the City 
Planning and Community Investment offices.  

 
CC-4 The commenter is correct is stating “compliance with existing 

noise standards is not necessarily sufficient, particularly where a 
location already suffers noise impacts.”  However, compliance 
with standards is not the only criterion used in the PEIR to evaluate 
noise impacts.  In addition to this standard, the PEIR also states 
that a significant noise impact could occur if implementation of the 
General Plan results in a substantial increase in the existing 
ambient noise levels or results in increased land use 
incompatibilities associated with noise (please refer to Sections 
3.10.2-3 of the PEIR). 
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CC-5 The issue of water supply is addressed in Sections 3.14.1,  3.14.2-

3, and in the Cumulative and Alternatives Sections of the PEIR.  
This information clearly identifies the sources of the City’s water 
supply, facilities used to convey that supply, plans to ensure its 
adequacy for the future population identified in the General Plan, 
and environmental impacts associated with obtaining an adequate 
supply of water.   

 
CC-6 The City’s population will increase whether or not the General 

Plan is adopted.  The General Plan goals and policies are intended 
to provide a framework to manage and plan for future population 
growth in the City.  The General Plan policies encourage 
redevelopment, infill, and new growth in compact mixed-use areas, 
rather than development of the remaining four percent of the City’s 
vacant land.  In spite of this, the PEIR does acknowledge that the 
General Plan can be considered growth inducing because the 
Plan’s policies are intended to foster economic expansion, and 
because future infrastructure improvements could remove 
obstacles to growth in some locations.  This discussion is presented 
in Section 5.1 of the PEIR. 

 
CC-7 Pursuant to Section 15130 (b)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines, the 

analysis of cumulative effects of the General Plan is based on the 
regional growth projections provided by the San Diego Association 
of Governments “2003 Regional Growth Forecast Update.”  The 
General Plan cumulative impact analysis is presented on pages 5-1 
through 5-34 of the PEIR.  Within those pages, cumulative impacts 
associated with implementation of the General Plan are described 
for the following topics:  agricultural resources, air quality, 
biological resources, geologic conditions, health and safety, 
historic resources, hydrology, land use, mineral resources, noise, 
paleontological resources, population and housing, public services 
and facilities, public utilities (including water supply), traffic, 
visual effects and neighborhood character, water quality and global 
warming. 
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CC-8 The PEIR does consider mitigation for environmental impacts 

associated with implementing the General Plan.  As described on 
the first page of Section 3.0 of the PEIR, each environmental topic 
subsection (3.1 through 3.17) includes discussion of a mitigation 
framework which combined with the General Plan policies 
provides guidance in the development of project specific 
mitigation measures.  Potential mitigation measures for impacts to 
agricultural resources are identified on page 3.1-5 under the 
“Mitigation Framework” heading.   
The proposed General Plan and the four “build” alternatives would 
result in similar impacts on agricultural resources.  However, 
CEQA does not require the inclusion of alternatives to avoid or 
reduce all of the General Plan potentially significant impacts.  In 
fact, it is unlikely that such an alternative could be developed, as 
the PEIR identifies the potential for significant and unavoidable 
impacts in all issue areas.  Instead, CEQA requires analysis of a 
reasonable range of project alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6 (a).   
The alternatives presented in the PEIR represent a reasonable 
range alternative to the proposed General Plan and are a result of 
collaboration between DSD and Planning Department staff and 
discussion with other environmental professionals with experience 
in preparing regional level environmental documents.  

 
CC-9 The General Plan and its objectives were developed through a 

series of citywide planning efforts which began in 1999.  It 
included five phases of public outreach, four public reviews of the 
plan and some of the elements, workshops with the Planning 
Commission and the Land Use and Housing Committee, and over 
250 workshops, forums, presentations, and working meetings with 
community planning groups.  Input from this comprehensive 
outreach program is represented by ten objectives listed on pages 
27 and 28 of the PEIR.  Rather than being too narrowly defined, 
these objectives are commensurate with the broad nature of  
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subjects addressed in a General Plan and input received during the 
public outreach program.  Regarding the range of alternatives, 
please see response CC-8. 

 
CC-10 When the project is the revision of an adopted land use policy, the 

appropriate No Project alternative is the continuation of the 
existing plan, policy, or operation into the future (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section15126.6(e)(3)(A)).  The No Project alternative 
prepared in accordance with this section of the CEQA Guidelines 
is presented in Section 7.3.2 of the PEIR. 

 
CC-11 The commenter is correct in stating that an EIR must be 

recirculated whenever the lead agency adds significant new 
information.  See response CC-1. 

 
CC-12 The Friends of San Diego’s request is noted and incorporated into 

the administrative record for this project. 
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DD-1 The comment refers to a statement on Page 3.6-8 regarding 

future development in accordance with the General Plan. 
Although staff concurs that the paragraph is confusing and as 
such, it has been deleted, with implementation of the General 
Plan, potentially significant impacts to historical resources could 
result.  However, conformance with the goals and policies 
included in the plan and strict compliance with the City’s 
Historical Resources Regulations, Historical Resources 
Guidelines, and the provisions of CEQA would help to reduce 
potential future project related impacts, but not necessarily to a 
level below significance with adoption of this plan because 
project level impacts cannot be predicted at this time.  
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DD-2 See response to comment DD-1. 
 
DD-3 It should be noted that the draft General Plan does not change 

land use designations but sets the framework for future 
community plan updates.  While doing the analysis of the 
potential future effects of implementing the General Plan 
policies necessarily involves some degree of forecasting, 
identifying specific examples of what could happen as a result of 
a future community plan update, amendment, or development 
proposal is too speculative for detailed evaluation at the General 
Plan level.   Implementation of the General Plan policies would 
provide mitigation at the program level.  The project-specific 
procedures, as detailed in PEIR Section 3.6-9 (which would be 
updated as new information becomes available), would be 
implemented to determine the likelihood for resources to be 
present, additional investigation required, and the required 
project-specific mitigation. 

 
DD-4 See response to comment W-10. Public Resources Code Section 

21081.6, which took effect on January 1, 1989, requires that a 
public agency adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the project or as conditions of project approval 
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment.  The section further required that the reporting or 
monitoring program be designed to ensure compliance during 
project implementation, and applies to both public and private 
projects.  As a result, the City of San Diego began development 
of a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
Guideline.  These guidelines were ultimately adopted by the City 
Council in 1991, and established a program for developing 
mitigation measures to be included as conditions of project 
approval and for monitoring the implementation of such 
conditions.  In addition, the mitigation measures and CEQA 
project review procedures (Steps) included in the General Plan 
EIR were developed by qualified environmental staff in 
consultation with Historical Resources Board staff, as well as the 
professional historical and archaeological community.  These 
measures provide assurance and accountability before, during 
and after construction related activities.  Although these 
measures are not static and are based on the results of technical 
analysis for the effected resource, they are intended to be  
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 modified when necessary on a case by case basis and when site 
specific mitigation is required. 

 
DD-5 See response to comment W-10 and DD-4. 
 
DD-6 See response to comment W-10 and DD-4.  In addition, the 

CEQA project review procedures (Steps) included in the General 
Plan EIR have been revised to clarify the process for 
determining whether a historical resource is present on the 
project site and if further analysis is required.  These Steps 
ultimately could lead to project redesign, avoidance, 
preservation and/or designation of the resource.  The mitigation 
measures included in the General Plan EIR would be 
incorporated into an environmental; document based on the 
scope of the project and level of impact to the resource.  

 
DD-7 As noted on Page 9 of the adopted City of San Diego Historical 

Resources Guidelines (September 2001), historical resource 
evaluations are required when new resources are identified as a 
result of the survey, when previously recorded resources that 
have not been previously evaluated are relocated during the 
survey, and when previously recorded sites are not relocated 
during the survey if there is a likelihood that the resource still 
exists.  Evaluations will not be required if the resource has been 
evaluated for CEQA significance or for National Register 
eligibility within the last five years if there has been no change 
in the conditions which contributed to the determination of 
significance or eligibility.  A property should be re-evaluated if 
its condition or setting has either improved or deteriorated, if 
new information is available, or if the resource is becoming 
increasingly rare due to the loss of other similar resources. As 
such, the referenced paragraph in Section 3.6.1 of the General 
Plan EIR has been revised accordingly to be more consistent 
with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. 

 
DD-8 See response to comment DD-7. 
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DD-9 See response to comments W-10, DD-4 and DD-6.  
Additionally, because the General Plan is not proposing projects, 
site specific mitigation cannot be identified at this time. The 
measures included in the EIR are intended to address direct 
impacts on the environment when the resource is designated 
and/or when there is a potential for unknown resources to be  
encountered during construction related activities.  Project level 
analysis could identify additional measures, consistent with 
CEQA which would further reduce potential impacts to below a 
level of significance.   
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DD-10 See response to comment W-10, DD-4, DD-6 and DD-9.  
 
DD-11 See response to comment W-15.  Staff does not concur with the 

statement that the EIR fails to realize the advantages of a 
program level analysis.  The General Plan EIR provides a 
program level Mitigation Framework which establishes a 
baseline for the methods of identifying, evaluating and recording 
historical resources.  The information contained in these steps 
should not be seen as inclusive and would be used by 
Environmental staff in conjunction with the City of San Diego’s 
Historical Resources Guidelines.  The program level Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Programs identified in the EIR would 
be considered for use after thorough analysis and review of 
technical reports at the time individual projects are submitted 
and evaluated in accordance with CEQA and all applicable 
regulations.  The measures would then be incorporated into a 
project specific CEQA document for public review and 
consideration by the appropriate decision-making body of the 
City. 

 
DD-12 See response to comment W-10, DD-4, DD-6 and DD-9. 
 
DD-13 It is anticipated that historical resources surveys will be 

completed as part of community plan updates, which will be 
funded in part from development fees.  Surveys may be 
conducted outside of the community plan update work program, 
if other funding sources are available.  Historical resources 
surveys are included in the Historic Preservation Element 
section of the General Plan Action Plan.  
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DD-14 The General Plan has been revised as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
DD-15 Creation of a map identifying areas with significant 

concentrations of potential and designated historical resources 
has been added to the Historic Preservation Element section of 
the General Plan Action Plan. 

 
 
 
DD-16 Potential conservation areas and historic districts may be 

identified through the community plan update process.  The City 
agrees with the need to monitor both historic districts and 
individually designated historical resources to assure compliance 
with the Land Development Code and any Mills Act agreement 
conditions. 

 
DD-17 Adoption of a comprehensive TRD program tailored for 

historical resources is included in the Historic Preservation 
Element section of the General Plan Action Plan. 
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DD-18 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
DD-19 As stated previously, at the General Plan level what could 

happen as a result of a future community plan update, 
amendment, or development proposal is too speculative for 
detailed evaluation at the General Plan level.  Therefore, it is 
difficult to ascertain with certainty which alternatives would 
result in a significant impact to historical resources.  In contrast 
to the other alternatives, the Concentrated Growth Alternative 
would focus growth into four subareas that are known to be of 
high sensitivity for historical resources; therefore, it was 
anticipated that impacts to historical resources would be greater 
under that alternative.  
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EE-1   The draft Program Environmental Impact Report utilized the 

Development Services Department’s existing Significance 
Determination Thresholds for the establishment of a mitigation 
framework for the environmental issue areas.  These thresholds do 
not contain specific mitigation for impacts to mineral resources 
and call out as significant impacts to mineral resources where 
mining could be feasible.  The City contains few lands not already 
under production that would be appropriate for the extraction of 
such resources.  Therefore, the City will continue to address this 
issue and determine mitigation on a case-by-case basis.   

 


